In 1967 Jürgen Moltmann's classic Theology of Hope was translated and presented to the American public. Connoisseurs of theological developments were already aware of this book's significance in its original German edition of 1964. The responses to the projected English translation were expected to be favorable, but hardly anyone could have predicted that hope theology would receive so voluminous a reaction, a flood of publications and numerous workshops on this new branch of Christian theology.
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and the Bible cannot be interpreted at face value. The roots of the New Testament were rightfully related more closely to the Judaic background, and the terminology of the Bible received its proper (non-Hellenic) context. Thus Christian thought began to understand itself more in terms of a history-oriented Judaism than a timeless idea-oriented Hellenism. The Bible received a context within which it could speak its own language. God, Christ, and Church became renewed aspects in history, which is understood to be ordained with a divine future. The Christian community identified itself less as the sole keeper of divine truth, more as a special center of God's power and light. The people were invited to understand themselves as pilgrims to the land of promise, or as builders of a kingdom to be fashioned in history. To be a Christian came to mean being committed to God's creation and its promises. The former ghetto mentality, where one simply tries to Uve a morally good life to obtain a heavenly reward in the hereafter, was replaced by prospects of action and responsibility for the current state of affairs.
This development needed a theologian to translate traditional Christian ideas and terminology into a new language which would delineate historical and futuristic perspectives. Jürgen Moltmann's These and similar developments marked the breaking of a soil which would respond impressively to a theology of hope as presented by Moltmann. Ruether's basic contention is that, with the rise of civilization and the accumulation of power by the political machines, the individual and the spiritual communities are alienated. She observes that reactionaries tend to either start a revolution and proclaim the new movement as sanctioned by God, or step outside the affairs of this world and become spiritual ghettos, where one hopes for God's promises in the next life. Ruether holds that such apocalyptic religiousness is quasi-paranoid. She criticizes the ghetto mentality for not taking initiatives in social renovation. On 148 THEOLOGICAL STUDIES the other hand, she bemoans the fact that Christianity made a deal with the Roman establishment and proceeded to become the builder of the Holy Christian Empire, which came to its full glory during the Middle Ages. The Church has lost its prophetic role and identified itself with the state.
MAJOR AND RATHER IMMEDIATE RESPONSES
Ruether mentions the difference between Judaism and Christianity: the latter assumes redemption already effected in Christ, the Messiah; the former is still waiting for the Messiah to come. The issue is one of security and triumphalism. If one knows that redemption is already a fact, then one can assert this conviction with great confidence. Then life and reality will be molded and ruled according to particular understandings of revelation; or one will let this world rot away in its own stench and inertia because the "new world," the hereafter, has been perceived already. One fails to meet the true challenge of trying to take this Ufe seriously by laboring in it so that a better world will emerge.
Thus , 1973) . Daly is against "reifying" or "thingfying" attitudes, which reduce everything to objects. This occurs on many levels, physical, psychological, and social, and it leads to rapism. She wants to challenge the existing symbolism in the Judeo-Christian tradition, which promotes a masculine and rapist attitude. It is her intention to rehumanize people and their religious context. People need to be liberated from roles imposed on them. They have to mature to a psychic wholeness, which is not victimized by false dichotomies and hostile splits of defensiveness.
In There are some areas, however, where the theology of hope could have made more significant strides than is presently the case. For example, much of contemporary Christology and the research into death and immortality seem to be untouched by the new epistemology so characteristic of the theology of hope. In his excellently structured article "Contemporary Approaches to Christology: Analysis and Reflection" (Living Light 13 [1976] 119-44), Avery Dulles presents five types of Christology which characterize contemporary schools: dogmatic, historical, biblical-kerygmatic, liturgical-sacramental, and secular-dialogic. Only Pannenberg and Metz are mentioned a few times; there is no real influence of hope theology in terms of these five types. It is quite obvious that Dietrich RitschTs hope Christology belongs to the liturgical-sacramental type, but Dulles does not mention him as one of the most significant sources of this approach. If I may conjecture, I would say that the theology of hope, insofar as it promotes association with the historical Jesus (the past) and favors action, belongs partly to the historical and partly to the secular-dialogic groups. Dulles does not pay due respect to the writings of Ruether as presented in Faith and Fratricide. He leaves the question of fulfilled and unfulfilled messianism unnoticed. One can say that the Christology analyzed by Dulles centers almost exclusively on the Jesus of Nazareth as recorded in the Gospels and proclaimed at the major ecumenical councils of the early centuries. The theology of hope has entered Christology only insofar as Christ's presence in the worshiping community is being considered. Christ's own future does not seem to be a focal point; as an expression of a fulfilled messianism, it should respond to the criticism presented by Moltmann and Ruether.
In the context of the theology of death, immortality, and resurrection, most of the published work reveals the following characteristics. Death theologians emphasize the existentialistic approach, where one is called to interpret death personally, so that dying can become meaningful. Immortality talk still finds much identification in references to a soul or spirit which is regarded as an immortal principle of the human. Resurrection theology centers on the historicity of Christ's resurrection and the truth of the Gospel narratives. One wants to determine whether the story is historical, symbolic, or kerygmatic in intentionality. Some exceptions can be found, e.g., Joseph Blenkinsopp's article "Theological Synthesis and Hermeneutical Conclusions," in Immortality and Resurrection, edited by Pierre Benoit and Roland Murphy (Herder and Herder, 1970) . He definitely disapproves of immortality talk which would make the reality of death a sham (119). He favors a resurrection belief which is based on a hope in the future as signified by Jesus' resurrection. He promotes the insight that the body's resurrection expresses primarily the resurrection of a new community in Christ. This will be the nucleus of a world-wide community emerging in solidarity with a re-created universe in Christ. "The resurrection, therefore, not only expresses a hope for the future but a duty and task for the present" (126). Thus Moltmann's understanding of promise (pro-missio) in terms of mission has been integrated into Blenkinsopp's theological synthesis.
It should be noted that the theology of hope consists primarily of a mythological and symbolic language which is traditional within Christian theology. The frustration of process theologians, who want hope theologians to express themselves more clearly in philosophical or universal terms, is justifiable. However, the dynamics of hope reach beyond what is understandable. As such, its language will supersede that which can be explained in universal terms. The significance of God and Christ is not yet fully known, and we suffer from what remains unfulfilled of the divine promise, which inspires us to be hopeful in a particular and Churchoriented way.
This dynamic ambiguity will continue to demand that theology express itself in terms of hope and a future kingdom. Thus the theology of hope
